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Response to Amendment 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed 21 December 2007 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. 

Considering the applicants arguments with respect to the amended claims, i.e., a 
method and system for determining a context for coding a video into a binary arithmetic 
coded format, in which the context of each block is determined by evaluating several 
conditions of neighboring blocks including direct mode, skip mode, sub-partitioning, and 
the status of specific flags, reads upon Marpe in view of Wiegand, as follows: 

Marpe discloses a method for encoding a syntax element contained in a 
prerecorded video signal into a coded bit stream, including a context modeler which 
determines the context of a current block by evaluating the modes of neighboring 
blocks. Therefore, Marpe shows the limitations of determining a block context using a 
plurality of variables and coding blocks using the determined context, thus creating a 
binary arithmetic coded output. Wiegand discloses an image compression standard 
including intricate details for block context determination using the conditions of 
neighboring blocks. Therefore, Wiegand shows the limitations of evaluating the 
neighboring blocks for the presences of sub-partitioned blocks, skip mode blocks, direct 
mode blocks, and the status of flags specific to the blocks. Both references use 
terminology and notation that is very similar (and in some cases identical) to those in 
the application. Therefore the amended features are clearly shown by the references 
cited. Concerning combination, Marpe and Wiegand are analogous references both 
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drawn to video compression systems employing context modeling and therefore are 
combinable. Concerning motivation, Wiegand discloses benefits as stated below. 

Considering claims 4, 5, 15, and 23 as amended, Wiegand now reads upon the 
scope of these claims as presented below. 

Considering claims 6 and 16, the examiner has clarified the position on page 186 
that reads on the claims, now pointing to one of two locations where Wiegand compares 
the prediction mode of the current block to that of surrounding blocks from a list of 
syntax elements, presented in the reference in an equation very similar to that 
presented in the application. 

The claims stand as follows: 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Marpe et al (US 2005/0074176) further in view of Wiegand et al (Joint Video Team 
(JVT) of ISOIIEC MPEG & ITU-T VCEG), May 2003. 

Consider claims 1,12, and 20, Marpe discloses a method and system for 
determining a context for coding (see abstract), comprising the steps of: (A) a 
evaluating a neighbor condition corresponding to a plurality of neighbor blocks to a 
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current block in a bitstream of digital video (see paragraph 0087 where Marpe 
discusses examining the prediction modes of neighboring blocks), wherein said 
neighbor condition comprises (B) generating a plurality of first variables based on said 
neighbor condition results (see paragraph 0087 where Marpe discusses setting the 
variables condTermFlagA and condTermFlagB based on the modes of 
neighboring blocks); and (D) coding said bitstream using a binary arithmetic coding 
based on a particular context among a plurality of context (see paragraph 0088 where 
Marpe discusses performing arithmetic encoding using a context designated by 
the value of the variables). 

Marpe does not explicitly disclose the neighbor condition comprising: (i) a first at 
least one of said neighbor blocks is subpartitioned to an 8x8 size, (ii) a second at least 
one of said neighbor blocks has a direct mode of a plurality of prediction modes, (iii) a 
third at least one of said neighbor blocks has a skip mode of said prediction modes and 
(iv) a reference index zero flag has a non-zero condition; calculating a context index 
increment variable based on said first variables; or choosing the coding context among 
a plurality of context determined from said context index increment variable. 

Wiegand discloses examining neighboring macroblocks (p. 20, section 6.4.7.1 
describing mbAddrA and mbAddrB as neighboring macroblocks) for a conditions 
including: being in a skip mode (p. 185, s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: mbAddrN is skipped), direct 
mode (p. 185, s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: mb_type is equal to B_Direct_16x16 or B_direct_8x8), 
subpartitioned to an 8x8 size (p. 185, s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: mbjype is equal to 
B_direct_8x8), and having a reference index zero flag in a non-zero condition (p. 186, 
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s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: refldxZeroFlagN is equal to 1). Wiegand discloses calculating a 
context index increment variable based on said first variables (p. 186, s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: 
ctxldxlnc is an expression of condTermFlagA and condTermFlagB). Wiegand 
discloses choosing the coding context among a plurality of context determined from said 
context index increment variable (p. 181, s. 9.3.3.1: ctxldxlnc is used to calculate the 
context index variable used to choose the coding context). 

Marpe and Wiegand are analogous references both disclosing the details of 
context adaptive binary arithmetic coding, often using the same variable names in 
describing the process. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art 
at the time the invention was made to modify the invention of Marpe, and modify the 
context encoding process to include testing neighboring pixel modes and using the 
results to choose a context for coding, as taught by Wiegand, thus enabling high 
compression capability for a desired image quality, as discussed by Wiegand (p. xiii, s. 
0.5). 

Consider claims 2 and 13, Wiegand discloses said context index increment 
variable is based on a sum of two of said first variables (p. 1 86, s. 9.3.3.1 .1 .6: 
ctxldxlnc is the sum of condTermFlagA and condTermFlagB). 

Consider claims 4 and 15, Wiegand discloses step (B) comprising the sub-step 
of: independently setting each of said first variables to said non-zero condition response 
to said neighbor condition indicating that a corresponding one of said prediction modes 
is associated with a same list applicable to a syntax element being coded (p. 186, s. 
9.3.3.1.1.6: condTermFlagN is set to 1 after a comparison of neighboring block 
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conditions such that the current block prediction mode, Pred_LX, is not equal to 
that of the surrounding block found using the MbPartPredMode function). 

Consider claims 5 and 23, Wiegand discloses step (B) comprising the sub-step 
of: independently setting each of said first variables to a zero condition in response to 
said neighbor condition indicating that a corresponding one of said prediction modes is 
(i) said direct mode in a first case and (ii) said skip mode in a second case (p. 185, s. 
9.3.3.1.1.6: condTermFlagN is set to 0 for block conditions including the 
macroblock being skipped and mode being direct mode as indicated by 
B_Direct_16x16 or B_Direct_8x8). 

Consider claims 6 and 16, Wiegand discloses that step (B) comprises the sub- 
step of: independently setting each of said first variables to a zero condition in response 
to said neighbor condition results indicating that a corresponding one of said prediction 
modes does not use a pixel prediction from a same list applicable to a syntax element 
being coded (top of p. 186: condTermFlagN is set to zero when the current block 
prediction mode is not equal to a surrounding block prediction mode, Pred_LX is 
not equal to value from MbPartPredMode function). 

Consider claim 7, Wiegand discloses that each of said first variables comprise a 
conditioning term flag that describes a functional relationship between a spatially 
neighboring symbol and a value of said first variables (p. 183-188: ctxldxlnc is derived 
in several functional ways including using condTermFlagA and condTermFlagB). 

Consider claim 8, Wiegand that each of said first variables comprises an 
absolute value motion vector difference component (p. 186, s. 9.3.3.1.1.7: discusses 
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computing the absolute value motion vector difference and using said difference 
to derive a mode for context coding). 

Consider claim 9, Marpe discloses that coding comprises context adaptive binary 
arithmetic decoding (see paragraphs 0102-0106 where Marpe discusses the pieces 
and operation of a context adaptive binary arithmetic decoder). 

Consider claim 10, Marpe discloses that said coding comprises context adaptive 
binary arithmetic encoding (see paragraphs 0140-0143 where Marpe discusses the 
components of a context-based adaptive binary arithmetic coder). 

Consider claim 17, Marpe discloses that said neighbor blocks comprise a first 
neighbor block left of said current block and a second neighbor block above said current 
block (see paragraph 0079 where Marpe discloses using the macroblock pairs to 
the left and top of the current macroblock). 

Consider claim 18, Marpe discloses that said first circuit comprises a context 
modeling circuit (see paragraphs 0140-0143 where Marpe discusses the 
components of a context-based adaptive binary arithmetic coder including that of 
context modeling). 

Consider claim 1 9, Marpe discloses that said second circuit comprises one of a 
context adaptive binary arithmetic decoder (see paragraphs 0102-0106 where Marpe 
discusses the pieces and operation of a context adaptive binary arithmetic 
decoder) and a context adaptive binary arithmetic encoder (see paragraphs 0140- 
0143 where Marpe discusses the components of a context-based adaptive binary 
arithmetic coder). 
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Consider claim 21 , Wiegand discloses that said conditioning term flag is used to 
code a reference picture index list type of syntax element (p. 174-175, s. 9.3.2: coding 
based on the syntax elements ref_idx_L0 and ref_idx_L1, and p. 185, s. 
9.3.3.1.1.6: using ref_idx_L0 and ref_idx_L1 in the process for determining 
condTermFlagN). 

Consider claim 22, Wiegand discloses that said absolute value motion vector 
difference component is used to code a motion vector difference list type of syntax 
element (p. 174-175, s. 9.3.2: coding based on the syntax elements mvd_L0 and 
mvd_L1, and p. 185, s. 9.3.3.1.1.6: using mvd_L0 and mvd_L1 in the process for 
determining absMvdCompN). 

Conclusion 

3. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See M PEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 
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